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Wills; Dean M.E. Szabo; Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag; 
Ms. M. Hoang; Ms. Y. Jen; Ms. D. Wiseman. 


Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 2:05 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 

The Agenda, as circulated, was approved. 

Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MAGUIRE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING 
OF 3 FEBRUARY 1989 BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Dr. Kenniff drew members attention to the Policy Concerning the 
Appointment of Department Administrators in Situations of Trusteeship, 
(document US-89-1-D5), as revised and approved by Senate on 3 February 
1989, which, as agreed at the last meeting, had been circulated with the 
Minutes to all members for information. He advised that the document 
would be submitted to the Personnel Committee of the Board of Governors 
next week, and to the full Board at its meeting of 15 March 1989. 
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Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff reported on the progress being made with 
respect to revisions to the funding formula for Quebec universities, 
including interventions which have been made by leaders of the business 
community in favor of a radical revision to the level of funding, a meeting 
between Quebec University Rectors and the Premier which was held on 13 
February 1989, continuing individual meetings between Quebec University 
Rectors, MNAs and Cabinet Ministers, and the Provincial Budget which 
was expected to be tabled early in April 1989; the long-awaited 
announcement concerning the decision to locate the Canadian Space Agency 
in Montreal; and the 1987/88 Annual Report which would be available 
within the next 10 days. 


Question Period 


Referring to a question which had been raised at the last Senate meeting, Dr. 
Giguere, Vice-Rector, Services announced that effective as soon as 
possible, the photo-copying charges in the Libraries would be reduced to 
.05 cents per copy. He cautioned, however, that this did not mean that the 
photo-copying charge would remain at .05 cents forever, and that with 
respect to any future charge increases the policy would be that the same 
photo-copying charges would apply throughout the University. 


In response to a number of follow-up questions relating to the issue of 
sundry fees which had been raised at the last meeting, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that without prior notice he was not able to provide information with respect 
to the specific date on which the Board of Governors delegated to the Office 
of the Rector, the power to institute certain sundry fees, nor could he supply 
details as to all of the fees that are or are not included. However, he 
suggested that these questions could be dealt with by circulating the 
appropriate excerpt from the Board of Governors’ Minutes to all members 
of Senate, and that in addition, he would table at Senate a copy of the report 
which the Office of the Rector was required to make to the Board of 
Governors with respect to fees that have been approved. 


With respect to the statement on the University's Employment Equity Policy 
which appeared in yesterday's issue of The Thursday Report, Senate was 
advised that a number of concerns had been raised at the Commerce and 
Administration Faculty Council meeting, including a concern that some of 
the provisions contained in the Policy as adopted by the Board of 
Governors in September 1986 might have serious academic implications, 
and that the Policy had been implemented without prior discussion at the 
Faculty Council and possibly at Senate. In response, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that he did not have a clear recollection as to whether or not the Policy had 
been discussed at Senate, and that the concern would be noted and an 
attempt would be made, if such was the case, to identify the appropriate 
Senate meeting where the matter had been discussed. 
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Reports from Councils, etc. 


In presenting and explaining the report entitled "An Exploration of the 
Factors Limiting Growth of Research Funding at Concordia" (document 
US-89-2-D2), which was being tabled at Senate for information, Dr. 
Langford advised that the report represented the opening phase of an effort 
which was being made by the Senate Research Committee to deal with the 
question of Concordia's competitive position in raising research funding; 
that while our competitive position in terms of improvement in research 
funding at Concordia looked reasonably positive in comparison to national 
trends, the comparison with other Quebec universities was distinctly less 
favourable; that as indicated in Figure I appended to the report, in terms of 
the size of our research effort and the rate at which it has grown, Concordia 
now occupied the position of being the lowest among the major universities 
in Quebec; and that given present trends with respect to the criteria upon 
which research funding from the Government and external granting 
agencies was based, our relative position might deteriorate further as the 
result of a loss of research funding either directly in operating grants from 
the Ministry or from Quebec agencies such as FCAR. With respect to the 
nature and quality of research at Concordia, he drew members' attention to 
Table I entitled "NSERC 'Chercheurs d'elite' in Quebec universities" 
which, anecdotally, represented what was felt to be a relatively realistic 
picture of the situation, and which suggested that in terms of the abilities of 
individual researchers, the Concordia faculty had a strong research profile 
and a proper share of leadership positions. He advised that in light of this, 
consideration was given to the question of whether there was a structural 
problem with respect to the way in which the University promotes the 
activities of those faculty members’ who were seeking research funding; 
that in this context, it was the feeling that there was a problem which could 
be identified; that the major part of document US-89-1-D2 was aimed at 
attempting to identify what that problem might be; and that the perception 
was that the heart of the problem was that our internal research support, ie., 
the University's efforts to stimulate activity, were organized almost entirely 
in terms of the way in which we have generated resources, rather than in 
terms of the needs and priorities that would produce payoffs. Finally, he 
advised that having presented its analysis of the problem, the Committee, 
which next was going to turn its attention to attempting to identify some of 
the things that should be done at Concordia, was very interested in receiving 
feed-back with respect to the report; and he urged members of Senate to 
react to the document, to make suggestions with respect to factors in the 
analysis which might have been missed, and to submit comments and ideas 
in terms of the direction in which the University should move and the 
policies which should be adopted. 


In response to a question, Dr. Langford advised that the research structure 
at Concordia has supported and assisted part-time faculty in their efforts to 
seek external funding, and that there have been a significant number of 
successes despite the fact that there always have been some misgivings on 
the part of external agencies with respect to support for funding part-time 
faculty research; and that in terms of the distribution of internally available 
research funds, there has been a significant effort to support projects that 
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involve part-time faculty, including some that have been organized by 
part-time faculty, although the total share was not large. 


Responding to a question as to whether the University was prepared to take 
the necessary steps to correct the situation depicted in the report, Dr. 
Kenniff advised that the research situation at Concordia was being taken 
very seriously; that following publication of information on last year's 
research figures and discussions which he had had with Dr. Langford last 
summer, it had been agreed that a detailed examination of Concordia's 
policies in relation to those of other institutions on a sharper ascending 
curve should be undertaken; that document US-89-1-D2 was one element of 
that overall study; that there were also certain self evident things that could 
be done before the study was completed; and that in his presentation as 
Acting Vice-Rector, Academic to the Budget Committee, he had made a 
number of specific proposals with respect to next year's Operating Budget 
which would begin to address some of the lacunae that exist in the 
University's support system for the development of research. He further 
advised that there were very strong pockets of research within the 
University; that the figures in the report were made up of a number of areas 
where there has been a very heavy development of research grants; and that 
it was obvious that more such areas needed to be developed. At the same 
time, he cautioned against becoming completely blinded by the equation 
between research grants, in dollar terms, and research efforts going on 
within the University, noting that there was a lot of research which might 
not cost a great deal of money, but which, nonetheless, was still taking 
place in the University. He further advised that the University was looking 
very closely at the UQAM experience in terms of its considerable 
development of subsidized research in the areas of the humanities and social 
sciences, which were not areas that traditionally attract a great deal of 
research money. Finally, after echoing earlier congratulatory remarks with 
respect to the quality of the presentation, and thanking Dr. Langford for the 
work which he and the Research Committee have done, Dr. Kenniff 
advised that Senate would have an opportunity to debate this issue when it 
examines the academic implications of the 1989/90 Operating Budget. 


In a final comment, Dr. Langford stated that although the report (document 
US-89-1-D2) now has been tabled at Senate, the Research Committee was 
interested in the widest possible consultation and would be very happy to 
have the document presented to Faculty Councils and other bodies, as 
members of Senate might see fit. 


Dr. McEvenue reported that the Conseil des universités had recently 
approved a doctoral programme in Remote Sensing at the Université de 
Sherbrooke, (Geography Department), which involves expensive 
technological equipment; and a complete baccalaureat programme in 
Communication Studies at TELUQ which deals with theoretical and 
practical aspects of the effects of the developments in technology and 
communications on society and organizations. 


With respect to the Committee of Academic Vice-Rectors at CREPUQ, Dr. 
McEvenue advised that the francophone universities have agreed to adopt a 
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French competency entrance examination by 1992; that the details and 
conditions would be worked out in such a way as to ensure equality among 
the universities; and that some of the French CEGEPs have declared that 
they will prepare their students in such a way as to ensure that they will be 
able to pass the test, and are going to request that the condition be that 
students either come from a particular CEGEP or be required to pass the 
test. He further advised that studies undertaken indicated that there was little 
or no improvement in results in tests taken after one or two years of courses 
following initial failure in the test; and that the attendant argument was that if 
a given student has not learned anything with respect to the French language 
in the 16 years prior to university, the student was not likely to learn a lot 
during 3 years at university. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that recently he had written to the editor of Le Devoir to 
correct a comment in an interview with someone in the Registrar's Office at 
McGill University concerning the issue of university writing tests. The 
article indicated that there was nothing similar in the English universities, 
whereas he had pointed out that Concordia was the first university in 
Quebec to implement a University Writing Test. Dr. Kenniff informed 
Senate that given that McGill does not consider as a matter of policy at the 
present time that they want such a test, the likelihood of doing this with the 
English CEGEPs in an harmonious way was lessened. He also advised that 
when the CEGEP system was first established, it had been decided that 
there would be no additional requirements for entrance to university other 
than obtaining the DEC, and that acceptance of an entrance examination 
would go against that agreement which has been in effect for the past 20 
years; that he did not see the CEGEPs easily accepting the situation whereby 
the universities would impose requirements additional to obtaining the DEC; 
and that the suggestion that those CEGEPs able to ensure that their students 
would pass the test be exempted from such an entrance test, might be one 
way in which the original agreement concerning additional entrance 
requirements would continue to be respected. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. N. EDDY, FACULTY OF ARTS 
AND SCIENCE, TO THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 
COMPUTER POLICY, (DOCUMENT US-89-2-D3), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Guidelines for the Evaluation of University Research Centres 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to document US-892-D4 which 
included the resolutions concerning the Guidelines for the Evaluation of 
University Research Centres, and document US-89-2-D5 which was an 
informational document containing Faculty Council reactions to the initial 
"Guidelines" document which had been tabled at Senate on May 6, 1988. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE 
GUIDELINES FOR SENATE EVALUATION OF UNIVERSITY 
RESEARCH CENTRES, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-89-2-D4, 
BE APPROVED. 


In presenting and explaining the Guidelines for Senate Evaluation of 
University Research Centres, (document US-89-2-D4), Dr. Langford 
emphasized that the document reflected the first stage of the work of the 
Senate Research Committee on the role of Research Centres recognized by 
Senate; that Research Centres have become a central tool for the 
organization of research in Quebec; that particularly because of their 
susceptibility to fostering interdisciplinary research, they were favoured 
increasingly by funding agencies; and that one of the primary purposes of 
the document being presented was to foster an environment for the 
development and growth of Research Centres. 


In response to a suggestion that the phrase - "In case of insufficient 
support,..." be added at the beginning of the last sentence in item IV, page 
4, Senate was advised that this was the section in the document over which 
the most elaborate negotiations had taken place and that one would be most 
hesitant to attempt any reediting of the paragraph in question; that it had 
taken months of argumentation over words, phrases and sentences to arrive 
at an agreeable formulation; and the paragraph as worded should not be 
changed. Dr. Langford also explained that part of the difficulty with respect 
to this particular section related to the effort to bring in a process of 
accountability which would be as simple as possible in administrative terms; 
that it was the clear intent not to get involved in doing elaborate internal 
evaluations for the majority of Research Centres which regularly were 
submitting comprehensive dossiers to external agencies who were providing 
them with support; and that while insufficient external support might be a 
factor which would trigger a recommendation from the Research Committee 
that an internal evaluation be conducted, it also might not be sufficient to 
trigger such a recommendation in instances where Research Centres, which 
were functioning with relatively low fiscal resource requirements, were 
highly productive intellectually but were not drawing substantial external 
support. 


In response to a concern expressed with respect to prioritizing Research 
Centres versus other kinds of research in the humanities, social sciences, 
fine arts, etc., in terms of internal support, Dr. Langford advised that 
recognition of a Research Centre by Senate would not be a realistic decision 
unless Senate was prepared to accept that the Centre being proposed should 
occupy a certain academic priority, and that therefore it would draw on the 
resources of the University; that this was an important factor with respect to 
the approval of a Research Centre by Senate; that in the final analysis, the 
proposals that Senate chooses to approve would set the balance of our 
priorities and in some sense compete within the finite scope of the 
University's resources; that as was the case with respect to approving a new 
academic programme, the resource implications of a proposal for a Research 
Centre should likewise be considered by Senate before it is approved; and 
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that the thrust of the document was to make it clear that when Senate is 
doing that, it is making that kind of decision. At the same time, however, he 
explained that the document was not establishing one way or the other the 
question of how many Research Centres the University could afford, or 
what priority the University should give to Research Centres as opposed to 
other modes of organizing research, which, he suggested, was a question 
related to subsequent decisions that deal with the individual proposals. 


During continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that making the 
"Guidelines" applicable only to new Research Centres by deleting item V, 
page 4, document US-89-2-D4, would resolve concerns which had been 
raised with respect to prioritizing Research Centres versus other kinds of 
research, in the sense that Faculties and departments would thereby be 
provided with an opportunity to decide their own priority issues as indicated 
in the document. It was also argued that there were a number of existing 
research centres in the Faculty of Arts and Science about which the Faculty 
has already made certain priority decisions and that keeping item V in the 
document could lead to situations of conflict between those centres and the 
departments, or between Senate and the Faculty; that such conflicts would 
be detrimental to the University, to the researchers associated with such 
centres, to Senate, and to Faculty Councils; and that the "Guidelines" 
should apply only to new proposals for inter-Faculty or inter-University 
Research Centres, as well as those which would be located within 
individual Faculties. 


In response to the above, it was explained that there presently existed a list 
of centres which already carried the endorsement of Senate, and it was 
argued that if it was decided to delete item V from the "Guidelines", the 
endorsement of those centres also should be withdrawn and the list of 
Senate endorsed centres should begin de novo. It was also emphasized that 
the "Guidelines" were not intended to preclude operations within Faculties 
or departments, and that the whole thrust of the Research Committee's 
planning document suggested that that which could be planned at the 
Faculty level, would not be planned at the Senate level, etc., etc. 


It was also suggested that if there were existing centres which do not want 
to be considered as having been approved by Senate on the grounds that 
they do not fit within the definition of Research Centres covered by the 
"Guidelines", a list of such centres should be drawn up and reviewed by the 
Faculty Dean and administrators to determine whether they should continue 
to receive the kind of Faculty support that they have been getting; and that, 
if so, they should be assisted in the same manner as new Research Centres. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (15 IN FAVOR; 
I OPPOSED; 3 ABSTENTIONS). 


Change in Name of the Communication Studies Medal 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY MR. 
MAGUIRE, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
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BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN NAME OF 
THE COMMUNICATION STUDIES MEDAL TO THAT OF THE JOHN 
E. O'BRIEN, S.J. MEDAL FOR COMMUNICATION STUDIES, 
(DOCUMENT US-89-2-D6). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, April 7, 1989 in Room AD-131, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:10 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


